existence of Hermes Trismegistus in his De hermetica Aegyptiorum vetere et Paracelsicorum nova medicina of 1648. Borrichius pointed to early evidence of chemical processes through biblical citations. Neither did he doubt that Hermes had lived or that he could rightly be called the originator of chemistry. Conring replied to Borrichius in a greatly expanded version of the De hermetica . . . medicina in 1669, and Borrichius was to answer this work five years later.
This debate was followed by European scholars through extended reviews both in the Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London and the Journal des Scavans. Borrichius' De ortu et progressu chemiae was chosen by J. J. Manget to open his massive twovolume folio collection of alchemical treatises, the Bibliotheca chemica curiosa (1702), and it became a primary source of information for the many eighteenth-century chemists interested in the early history of their science.
Professor Schepelern's lengthy introduction presents the reader with a discussion of the manuscript and previous research based on it. He translates Borrichius' own short autobiography and expands on this to discuss in more detail his teaching and his travels. He has a special interest in the relationship of Borrichius to Steno, who was one of his students, but the point seems somewhat laboured because Steno does not feature prominently in the manuscript.
Schepelern is admittedly less interested in the all-pervasive chemical and alchemical references.
He believes that it is difficult to grasp their importance and that Borrichius risked his reputation by associating with alchemists. He suggests further that Borrichius was only collecting the raw material of science and that he did not really believe that the base metals could be transmuted to gold. Perhaps Schepelern is correct, but I do not think he is. Rather In 1979, the World Health Organization was able to declare the world free of smallpox. It was the first time in history that a major infectious disease had been deliberately eradicated, and the WHO's ten-year campaign had been triumphantly successful, thanks to their powers of organization and to the individual dedication of large numbers of lay and medical staff. One of the physicians closely involved in the programme and still very active in other areas of infectious disease control, Dr Donald R. Hopkins, has managed to find the time to chart the influence of the disease on the history of the world -no mean achievement in any case, and all the more admirable in someone involved in full-time public health work.
Over the years, smallpox has had its share of attention from historians of medicine but, not surprisingly in view of the vastness of the subject, most authors have confined themselves to limited aspects of its complex history. Demographers have been preoccupied with the effects of the major ep-idemics on population densities, a difficult exercise at the best of times in view of the paucity of reliable mortality statistics available from previous centuries. Although Dr Hopkins takes some account of the impact of smallpox on populations in general, his main concern has been with the results of the ravages of the disease among the rulers of the world, across five continents and more than two millennia. And a very impressive catalogue of devastation and catastrophe it is. Although Queen Elizabeth I of England in 1562 and President Lincoln of the United States three centuries later, fresh from giving his Gettysburg address, both survived with faculties unimpaired, many others did not. Among the reasons for the Hanoverian succession to the throne of England were the inroads made by smallpox among the legitimate Stuart heirs prior to the death of Queen Anne. Elsewhere in Europe the toll of smallpox deaths among the royal families in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was equally
